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BEFORE 'I'HE ENVIRONMEN'I‘AL MANAGEHENT

STATE OF INDIANA

COUNTY. OF MARION . BOARD OF THE STATE OF ruornnn

fIH THE HATTER OF
GARY DEVELOPHENT.» INC. ’

' Petitioner,
CAUSE NO. H-53

RE@EWE@

AUG2 51982

o INDIANA STATESGARD {.'IF HEALTH
N LT - ASSISTANI [.COMISSIONER FOR . -
UL e . - ENWkﬂNMENTALHEALTH
_PETITIONER'S FIRST SET OF. INTERROGATORIE
~ REQUESTS FOR: T.DMISSIONS ;  AND REQUESTS
FOR THE PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS"'

v. ”_j' .
HE ENVIRONMENTAL
" MANAGEMENT BOARD OF
THE STATE OF INDIANA,

Respondent.

| et e e o Yo o e ot et

Pursuant to Rule. 28{?) of the Indiana Ruies of Triai

procedure, Petitioner, ‘GARY DEVELOPMENT, :mc., hereby p:opounds

"“the foilowing interrogatories, requests for admissions,iand

?request for production of documents on Respondent. The obliga-f

'tions imposed upen Respondent by Rules ?6, 33, 34, 36 and 31 of

Tfthe Indiana Ruies of Triel Procedure are incorporated by

,ireference herein. Petitioner further raguegts that Resgondent"

respond to these interrogatories and requests for edmiseions, T

i and oroduce the doauments requested herein, on or beEate

September Te 1992 for the reasons set forth in Petitianer s :

'Hotion to Shorten Time for Respondent to Reply to Petitioner 8

Interrogatories, Requests for Admissions, and Requests for 7

I?roduction of Documents, or in the: Alternative, Motion for -

Continuance filed this same day. In, answering the interroga—

_Oitories and requests for edmissions, please reproduce the :
"f_intertogatory and request in fuli prior to. responding._ If you
'are unable +to- ansuer each interrogetory ot request in £u11,

Ffansuer to the extent possible and’ specify the reason for your R

T ;?inability to answer in full.

”,gjmental Menagement Board (hereafter re

THE TYPE OF WASTE INVDLVED-
Admit or deny thet ‘the staff of the Indiana Envirou-';f??
ferred to as "Respondent“
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ot "the State"} has refused to grant Petitioner permission to ‘
| .continue accepting "hazardous wastes" as defined in 320 IAC
'5-2~1 (1982, Cum. Supp ) (these wastes as so defined are here-
after referred to as "industrial wastes“) at the Gary Develop- S
' ment landfill (*GOLY). ' ' ' EREE
(a) Admit or deny that the term industrial wastes
covers a much broader range of wastes than is covered by the
definition and 1isting of "hazardous wastes" contained in 320
: IAc 4 3 (1982 Cum. Supp. ¢ all citations to 320 1IAC uged

:,;hereafter refer to the current, ‘1982 Cumulative Supplement,--- '

d'unless epecifically noted otherwise)._--

'-(b} Adwit or. deny that the wastes coVered by 320 IAC

':4«3 (hereafter‘ "RCRA hazardous wastes“) are the wastes covered L

-'i-by the federally—inspired hazardous waste management program j*

pursuant to thie- Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 42

U S.C._6901, et s g. ) _
{ ) Admit_or deny that many industrial wastes do not"

_possess the same pernicious (as used herein, the term perni-n
:,toious“ means "injurious or destructive to. human health or the'_}
:ﬁlenvironment“) characteristics as RCRA hazardous wastes. Co
L 3u(§1. Admit or deny that many industrial wastes do not
. possess the same degree of pernicious characteristics -as RCRA

';hazardous‘ astes.___._;fi I
- ‘*fztéi ‘Admit or denY that RCRA hazardous vastes. are a

'"suhset of industrial wastes._ "f", L
: : -'anf) Admit or deny that’ ‘the category of 1ndustria1
wastes which are not also classified as RCRA hazardous wastes

. are, generally speaking, less pernicious than RCRA hazardous

"-,wastes.- o

o r'ig) Admit or deny that ‘the category of industrial
wastes which are not also classified as RCR& hazardous wastes o
enerally speaking, possess the same hazardous or s

eristics as recrewaste. but rather, includesﬁ,f-

a11 ,ndustrial wastes which possess "inherent dangers.

-
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{h} If your response to any of the above requests for

admissions is.on
your denial including examples of the wastes which do not meet
ractezistics of

e of denzal, explain in detail the reason for

-éhe above'categorizations, ans discoss the cha

each such waste. .
(i) Produce all documents relating to your responses

to the guestions andrrequeots for admissions contained in

iﬁter:ogatory 1 and sll subparts hereto.

THE STATE'S REASONS FOR DENYING GDL COHTINUED AUTHORITY TO 5

ACCEPT tNDUSTRIAL WASTES: - _
"2 In Mathew Scherschel's, attorney “for Respondent,-

{1etter to John M. Kyle III dated August 3, 1982, Hr. Sche:schel ;f:""'

'Isaid that one ‘of the :easons GDL had been denzed permission to ;;_ﬂf,ﬂ

continue accepting industrial wastes was:

- The geologic setting of Petitioner s Bite. is. -
marginal. ‘Therefore, the. site’ construction: T

: techniques .are’ very: -important, . and wete to- "make L

S oup: £or" that marginal geologic: setting. - The site-
-." construction by’ Petitioner has been DOOY, ag. - -7

. shown_by. noncompliance with -the .approved con~ - :
- gtruction plans. Because, of. the techniques used,:'j

'}'there is no, 'back up® for existing geology.

(a)f Discuss all reasons for classifying the GDL site .

as geologicslly "ma:ginal. 7
.(b) Admit or deny that numerous landfills exist in

. this same general geologic setting and that such landfills

".legally and. 111ega11y accept 1ndustria1 wastes.

- _ (c)- List all such landfilis and their addresses
_ ' reﬁerred to in your response to’ subparagraph (b) above, list

f-all iﬂdustrial wastes which the State has allowed, pursuant to s
_320 IAC 5- -14. to be disposed oE at such 1andfills; catego:ize ]{f
{each waste listed as either indust:ial or RCRA hazardous waste e
1(as defined ahove) ot both- describe each waste‘s hazardous L

-lcheracteristics, and discuss the outrent state action to limit R

-'i_so: eliminate disposal of such waste in said landfills.
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(dy Isn't true that certain construction techniquee-

".or other measures can be undertaken to compensate for marginal

) geology’ Give examples of such constructxon techniques and

-'meESures and discuss in detail how these reasons would protect
' the environment and be 1ncorporated at GDL.
{e) Discuss in detail all sgecific examples support—

-ing the State 8 allegation that-Petitioner had not complied
'with approved construction plans.

(£) Disoues at length the specifio actions, tech-.-
{:niques, or oonr*ruction measures which you contend would renderxf
.;GDL a suitable site to dispose of industrial wastes, or. at o
.i'least some types. of industrial wastes. ;_ o
S (g) Do ;ou contend that GDL is unsuitable to accept
__z waste classified as "1ndustrial. Discuss your . response infﬁfrrtfj-,'
‘detail. n
E {h)r Prodtce ail documents reiating:toiyoorrrespopses';

to Interrogatory 2 and all subparts.thereto. -

-3. Mr. Scherschel's August lath letter referred to 1n '?,ﬁ7

Interrogatory 2 above, gave the following additional reason fo:x:s:

' 'denying GDL the ability tc recezve industr1a1 wastes-"

"j'on-site.

-_There have [sic: has) been ‘an unacceptable daily -
) operation on-site, thereby not prov1d1ng a good
- gite for secure disposal of the subject hazardous
‘wastes. The unacceptable daily operations
include the non-provision of sufficient daily
. gover, as well as the manner. in which Petitioner -
* has handled and compacted solid waste. The use
of fly ashes cover is not acceptable due to the
permiability [sics permeability] of that material. -

{a) . Discuss 1n detail all specific examples, giv;ng

' fdates and t;mes, of such alleged "unacceptable daily operetion

(b} - Discuss in. detail the allegation that insuffi—
,cient—deily cover has been used, referring to the date and time e

;that ‘such ineufficient cover allegedly ocourred, refer to the o f

";specific inepection reports supporting such allegation, and _ftL;»
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discuss expected aduerse environmental impacts arising fromirt

;such alleged practices.- )
. (<) Discuss in detail the allegation that Petitlcner e
C has improperly handled and "ompacted solid waste, refer to the

'date and time of such alleged improper handling and compaction,_z”
refer to specific inspection reports supporting this allega- S

tion. and discuss the adverse env;:onmental impacts arising

from luch alleged practices. E .
.(d)' Discuss in detail the allegation thst Petitioner o

'hss utilized fly ash in lieu of other acceptable cover, refer ’

.fft’ the date end txme of such alleged practice, reier to the.- -

:-.specitic inspection reports supporting such allegation, and

”)zdiscuss the expected adverse environmental 1mpacts arising fromr
i',such alleged practices. : o ) '
o ' (el_ ﬂas fly -ash or shredder material ever been used
B in lieu of other cover, or has it rather been used in addition i sz?*
Vthereto? Discuss your response in detail. BT S
B '{f} Has the. State ever granted GDL, verbally or in
.‘fiwriting, permzssicn to use fly ash or shredder material as top _{jf
e surfacing fcr cover and not in 11eu cf cover? Discuss your *-12“
.answer in detail. Cu 7. ' SRR

(g) Defining "marker pile“ as a compacted pile cf
':-refuse 1eft overnight to serve as a guidepost for initiating
the next day 5 dumping, dces the State in fact permit this
: ;praotice? If so, hcw large may such a marker plle he? Do any
of the examples given of allegedly insufficient daily cover

'include, in whole or in part, uncovered marker piles? Biscuss

’ your .esponse to this subpar* in deta-l.,

: 4. Discuss in detail any and all reasons not covered byfﬁ.jfgl*“'”

. the discussion in Interrcgatories 2 and 3 abcve, leading t

"fs ate g refusal to grant GDL the continued ability'to aecept,,

*'1}I;industrial waltes.>
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‘5. Produce all documents discussing or relating to your
:esponSeS-to tnterrogatories 2 thrcdgh 5 ahove.

c. INSPECTIONS'

6. We have in our possesszon cop;es of 1nspection reports
formed_by Indiana State Board of Health 1nspectors of GDL

per
1/8/82 10/20/31; 8/20/81; 7/10/81'

 for the~£cllow1ng dates:
_4/21/81' 1/8/81, 11/14/80; 9/19/80 7/25/30,

_f4/18/79. 11/30/78° 8/11/78- 6/20/78' 5/9/78- 4/7/78, 3/15/78,

10/5/76; 8/10/15;

4/5/763 z/zs/vs 2/11/76; 1/22/16,; S

’f7/14/76’ 5/26/76 5/11/76-
1/4/741

-11212115- 10/9/75; 6/4/75; 4/1/75 Y/30/755 12/11/743:
and 10/5/73- |

“(a)
- gtate? - . : ' '
. :ib) If othe: 1nspecticns have been conduct d b the

Are these the only inspections cohductedlby'thcf;;‘,f

sttate, provide the dates of such 1nspections, ‘the-. nam of. the
”Inspector(s); and produce copies of any 1nspecticn :ecczts ma

: fpu.suant to thoae inspecticns._.;; S i

_ ' ';(é) Ta_ your kncwledge.-has anyone other than the
VState conducted inspections at GDL? CIE sc, specify the date'of-

_such inspections, the name of the Inspector(s}, aod produce

‘_ﬁcoyies of any inspection repcrts made pursuant to thosa inspec-

‘tlons,

7. #efetfihé to the'state;leccucry-s; 1982 inspcctiqc'*k
‘?tcPO:ttt i : o ) | : ' . 7. .
' ',' ;ta) Admit or deny that on Janua:y a, 1982, George
.1011ver and Stu Miller 1napected GDL and found the site accep—' 1; o

Atable; | PP ol : B  _ RSN
_ _ g ) Admlt o: deny that daily cover operations, o
-~inc1uding sp:eading and compacting of Such material, were not T

"._fcund unacceptable; ;'_f-“tf N :
. j( e - State the adverse envi:onmental 1mpact(s), if

i any, which wculd result from the uge- of found:y sand as a ccve:

-materials and

6/19/80 10/39/79, RTINS
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(4 Admit or deny that no improper handling or
'disposal of hazardous waste was detected. |
."_8. neferriné.to the State's October 20, 1981 inspection
,reéortz- | | ' '

T {;)_
Oliver andeill Horgan_inapected-GDﬁ and found the site accep--

‘4dmit or deny that on October 20, 1981, George

- table; .
RO

.foendé'

-f(i) ﬂthit_the:daily,operetion at GDL:shoeed’?nuchdfr-'

improvement-“
(Li) that the refuse was compacted-"

(1;1)' that the working face was in a small area,

(iv) . that there were no v1olatlons of appiicable

state regulat;ons noted [Answer each subpart separately ]

"3f9. Reﬁerring to the state s 1nspectzon report of August

] '(a): Explain the significance of the notation that

' "The J & L Steel Hanifest # 7302~ 12150 - Tar Decanter Sludge
'and #7302-12685 - Central Haste Treatment Plant SLudge were
“.received at the site on 8/19/81,? in the absence of any further

notatron that either substance was improperly disposed of by

L ;:7( } what methodology was used to determxne that the
"'sludge observed" originated from the Central Waste Treatment
7 Plant 51udge Hanifest i 7302 12685 and was. in faet reeeived by O
'.Gun on August 19, 19617 ' :e."’ R o
L _'(c)i At the time of thrs 1nspection, was GDL closed
;flor buslness, or was it continuing to accept waste for that day?};k
l(d) What methodoloqy was used to correlate the size _fﬁf‘

of the worklng Eace with the amount of refuse recetved by Gary

Admit orldeny:that George_bliver'and.Blll_Morganﬁ?_ P
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Development to lead the 1nspectors to conclude that daily cover

was not heing applied?
{e) _How. ‘large was the large working face?

(f) What 1s the anticipated adverse env;ronmental T
Was fly ash

impact of employing fly ash for a cover material?

used’ in lieu of, ‘or in addition to, other acceptabie oover

material?
195- Were the engineering drawings consulted at the :

time of the inspection and employed oontemporaneously with the -

determination that the 1z =chate oollection system was not beingr-

'3constructed as’ per the drawings?

10. Regarding the statement in the State! s August 20, 1981
report that "hazardous waste is not properly disposed of. i
. ( ) List the specific types of hazardous waste, and
i-;their hazardous properties, which were not properly disposed of.-

ibi What was the improper manner in which any such

waste was. heing dieposed of? _
“'(oj'rwhat quantity of Such waste was being disposed ofa

(d); What was the source of any such waste whic ,was '“

"_1mproper1y disposed of? -
) (ei Were any Su h wastes subject. to a: letter issued ,
_by the state pursuant to 320 1AC 5-5 14 (hereafter-. ’599?1?1:-; L

Permission Letter“)?
(f} Were any such wastes srmilar in nature to other

?wastes be;ng taken,to GDL pursuant to a Speoial Permission

. _ (Q) Explain in reasonable detail the adverse environ-' -
oo mental impacts asaociated with the alleged improper disposal of

N suoh wastes...

Admit or deny that on July 10, 1981; George OLiver and

: Hary Roe inspected GDL and found the eite'a operation ao-

5Q¥-eeptab1e. ) jhﬁ"
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12; Referrinq to the -July 10, 1981 1nspection report; .
) (a) What environmental concerns were raised by GDL'
acceptance of shredder material? '

.(bl_ What adveree environmental impacts were antici- _-f”

pated by GDL‘s acceptance of such shredder mater;al?

'15}. Admit or deny that on Apr;l 21, 1981, George Oriver
inepected GDL and found (a) gite to be acceptable: (b} that the

'::refuee was wo:ked eell- and (¢) cover was. applied? [Answer ..

Eﬁ:each subpart separately ]

‘"14;1 Regarding the State's April 21, 1981 inqpection

VZreport, whae 1e ‘the eign;ﬁicance of the natation that dnion

'3cerbide coal ash/elag was ‘coming £6. the landfill?

‘1115;!,referr§pg'aq_tnejsgaﬁeisraehnazy 8, 1981 inspection: .’

oreport: -
' f;_(aif Wnat is the ant;cipated adverse environmental
lmpact of the ‘end of the working face bexng a cliff?

SR {b) Are fhere any weather-related%factors whic @
'i‘have resulted ia the operator bezng unab1e to maintain a 351

slope?

" 16.. Referring to the State's Noveésmber 14, 1980 inepection
- reports . - o o _-' ol
d .t Fj I what sperific areas were observed which did not e

'”'Ag have daily ccver?

: F_Z L{i’( ) Wh1ch two edges approximately four feet hiqh

| 'ﬁfneeded to be worked onto 231} slope@ .
_( ) Hhat is the anticipated adverse enviroumental

_tmpac of‘the_Gary Landfill accepting alumznum dross i




o the source and quantity of the wateraagje 10

-leachate which ‘were obse:ved Seeping into the pit along the

west boundarj?

_ 17, Refer:ing to the State g September 19, 1980 incpec-.';1?
'tion, admlt or deny that George Oliver inspected GDL and found L.-'

that the :efuse was "compacted well.

ia,z Referzing to the State s September 19, 1980 inepec-
“tion, what criteria was employed by the Inspector to determine'm

‘thet daily cover had not been applied £or two or three daye?

i Admit ot deny that on July 25, 1980, George oliver
"inspected GDL and found the site was.- (a) acceptable':nd;the
:operation satisfactory, and (b) that: the - :efuse was compacted
' ?Qllfiﬂd_§r¢09§r,aPPiled-, [Answet each subpart ceparatvly

o *;féo Admit o: deny that on June 19, 1980, George okive
o inspected 6oL and found-" ' '

,(a) the site acceptable-i":

isl the refuse compacted well, and

(c), daily cover applied. [Answer each subpart

aeparateiy;]

‘21, Referzing to the State's June 13, 1980 inspection.

_ .'113) what quantity of blowing paper. was obsetved and
did that quantity constitute a threat to the environment and/or -
"J[the heal*h of the citizens of Indiana? If 80, diecues your 1, -
response in detail._ ' ' o : R

: goi‘ What were the wind conditione on that pa:_

da?f

3 22. Refe:ting'to the State 8. inspection report of October

;_,,30, 1979-'
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(a) What was the gquantity of "hazardous waate" whi

was improPerly dlspoeed of,- nd for each waste, was the waste o
an industrial waste, a RCRA hazardous. waste, or both? ' '
-(5;- Was this waste subject to, or similar in nature

: EO'waste subject eof a sPecxal Permiasion Letter isaued by
- Indiana? ' N
(c), Whah was the natu:e and . amount of exposed :efuee S

obserVed 1h the no:theastean portion of the property? -
- {d} What iz the quantity and- type of oil wh;ch was

'_being plaoed in. the trench? Describe the anticipated adve:se ”f'if

'environmental 1mpact of this p:actice?

- 23.—_aefg:t'_;ng,fq'.the'-smte-s_f_apr;l fiaj, 1979 inspection

B :eportm"rjn. . :.. ii- SR o -

) _ ;(aj‘ which sections of the clay wall were not com-

Coplesea o IRt

: ;"'(o) 'ﬁow close were theae missiuglaeceioaeieoitoeT

wo;kiag ateas of the 1andf111? o ‘ s 7
S (e ) Upon what date was the wall to be completed as =f“_

'.,peijohe State-approved plan?

T 24 _Admif o;_deny that on Nowember 30, 1978, Bruce Palln

and Jim Hunt inspected GDL and found the site acceptable.

25, Admit or deny that on August 17, 1973, Bruce Pa11n

' inspected GDL and found the site aoceptable.

nZGQ Admit or deny that on June 20, 1978, Bruce Palin

:ifﬂfinspected GDL and found the site acceptable.

.27, Refer:i1g to the State s June 20, 1978 1nspection R

'“1rrepott-' : . S
o {a) Doesn't the notation that the “U - Reduction -*“u

“_.duet wae caueing a tremendous dust p:oblem“ and that there was

_:Fneed to contaot the 1nduet:y about this' indicate that the




REFERENCE 79
ige 12

dust problem wagd caueed by U.S5. Reduction ‘and not Gary Deve

1 not, discuae your response 1n detail.’

- ment?
' _{h)i What were the results of the water quality tegts

f:which were requested to be Sent to the Board?

“;Bq Referring to the State s May 9, 1978 inspection report~
(a) What are. the anticipated adverse environmental

;iimpacts of disposing of these particular oily wastee at GDL?
',('}f What specific inadequacy was found with. the daily

39, ‘Referring to the State's April 7, 1978 inspection

. report:

”E’Z}q ) Were any tests conducted upon the samples ‘taken

" of the discharqe? _ )
' ' 3-(=} If so, produce the results of those tests.

30, Referring to;the State s April 7. 1973 report, wha't "

lmethodology ';s employed by the Inspectors to ascertain that

-'?fthe alleged insufficiently oovered materials Were materials

'dumped at the site on a’ date previous to the date of inspection?

= -3l} Refetring to the State g March 15, 1978 inspeotion,
.could any of the ponded water on the site have been due to -
_ onvironmental Eactors, such as a spring melt or heavy rains,
”i}fwhich ere beyond the control of the operator? Disouss YOur

'1‘answer in detail. :

32. Other than the State 's Harch 15, 1978 report, have any

inoidente of scavenging been detected by Inspectors at the site?

'Admit or deny thet prior to Maroh 15, 1978, the

peration of GnL wes never deemed unaoceptable by the State.
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34, Admit or deﬂy that on Octoher 15, 1976 Auguat 1
'1976:.Ju1y 14, 1976; April 5, 1976: December-z, 1875; June 4;
1975; April 1, 1975;'cnd Jenuary 30,‘1975,_the_overa11 opera=-’

tionrofdthe site was rated "good® by the State.

35, Admitjor-dEnygthet‘on Decgmber 17, 1974, the overall

-operatiOn‘of Goniﬁes rated "excelient" by the State.

‘36; Does the State provide its Inspectors of solid/hazard- K
) ous waste facilities thh a training manual or any other
'similar document. containing guidelines. requirements, proce-

fdures,‘or recommendations ‘to be’ used by Inspectcrs in the

cour efof theiz inspections? IF so, produco Bﬂld manual or

;documents, and all documents relating to said manual or docu-

1;7;' Doas the State provzde, or. if. not, send its potential ig-;?:~

E xInspectors to, a training program of any kind, formal or ;f'

Jinformal, which individuals must attend and/or'pass pri=r to '

:g official Inspectore of the State of Indiana? _‘{f" R

L(a)- if so, discuss in detail the nature of such

E brograns 'produce a11 documents relating theretc; and provrde

proof that ﬁhe Inspectors whose names appear in the - 1nspection o

-'iareports referred to in Interrogatory 6 above successfully

: coMpleted such a program. _ ) :
' ','(b) What are the educational and/or experience

requirements demanded by the Board for landfill Inspectors.
-(c) For those Inspectors which have participated ln o

1nspections of GDL, list 9

(i)? the educational background of each Inspector R

'inoluding the degree conferred, therschool from which the

‘,”degree was conferred, the date cf conferral,
(ii) the landfill-related work experience of each.c

'*retnspector including, the 1ength and type of cxperience eachijf

o -lhas had
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Indiana;

(2 ~ ingpecting landfills for private

orqanizaticns}_ 7 _ _
(3) managing or operating landfillsgﬁ
(4) working at landfiils, .

38, 1s it a generally accepted practice by the State
'dnd/or its. inspectors not to place “cover" on-a 1andfi11 until

'fthat day? 7
- (c)j If the an5wer to the above questzon is yes, how -

-3can:"n.1n5pector determ:ne at. a period of time when a Landfill

”';.715 contlnuing to accept wastes, whether cover fo: that day 1s

_-or wil’ be adequately applled to the 1andf111? Discuss this

",anawer in detail. 7 _
(b‘ If the answer to the main question containa:

- an'mber 3§ above is no" _ 7 _ _
'-(ii at what p01nt 1n txme daes the state require e

that cover be appl1ed?
- (11) cite any and a11 regulations, and refer tc

any and all documents establishing. relating to. and

discussing such a :equirement. . _
' *]d) Produce any and a11 documents relating to and/or

.discussing the time when dover: is to be applied under- Indiana

"law.:

_ a; SPECIAL PERMISSION LETTERS:
o ?9. We have in our pcssession the follcwing "Special

':320 Inc 5~s~14) isﬂued by thé state to Gon._f

Dake astﬁ T_:e,‘” S -_Waste guantitg o
1714781 0 ey Ash . 80,600 cubiéc Yards for;*-
ST T e a'calendar year 1981 i




bate
1/9781

.-154;7190 k

12/9/80
16/30/80

 8/25/80

5/14780° .
e éiigjao‘i |
/2119

'3?#6/79 .
4/28/18 .

11/18/17
X0

U apam

6/3/77

, s(igiv- '

‘5717/17

st
“if;4725/511
31471 B
. j}xi/#f..r,
,;r-f3/4/77 [
_ __7f10/4/76 T
Coagiazte

ks fz/zO/vs:fﬁfl"]i
S S ,1Carbun FLleets

-Ksbéstas

'fzpalnt 31udgen

Wagte Type

Pipe Insulating

._;Asbastos Waste
-Hetal Shavings _

_.Ashestos Contaminated7
7 Material

Asbestos :

| Ksbestos

"’Aluminum pross (Milliﬁg
Dust and SIag) '

JVTFurnace Brick, Pa*lets

:]Hatex and VEgetable
-?,011

'*'He:biciae
.,Oily Waste Ftom
. —*HG—Stand Oil Recove:y ,
'f_Unit O
 Filter cake

Kiln Sctubber Mud

: API Sepatatmr Bottomsr

'lELime 51udge -

Asbestos Paper )

"Filter ‘Cake
:SGtubber Hud

_'Aetivated Bialogical
- Sludge . .. o
i:CSLcium Sulfate L

",Lime Waste

corn Starah and
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g PagelS
aste Quan:itx

50° cubic yards (onewtime-'

“ _§n1y basia)

. 300 aubic yards (one—time--

nly.basis)

:_25 ctibie yards pe: year'?:'

-f700 cubxc yarda (ane-time-
",only basis) S

- 100 cubxc yards (one-time--

" only basis)

40 cubxc yands per. week

gor four weeksi 20 cuble
- ‘yards. evezy other week

',the:eafter

-5'15 000 cubic ya:ds 5 ;

300 eons per day until

_fJune 15,‘1980

'5{Unapec1£1ed

3:120 cubie’ ¢
'_-only baais),

4 ,000 gallons (one-tlme-'
only basis) s ;

'dsfléneitimefu,

1y 2_0{ga110“s'pe: day o

1=500-pound

'3}000 pouud

;-80.000 gallons pe: month'
- (not- more -than 4, 000 :
:qallons per day) :

105 cubic yards per week

1,500 - pounds per: “vaek |

,000 pounds per week

E{Temporary Appzoval}
"Unapecified o '

e e

:: f£§1 s_tons par daf';;.'
‘ L '180,000 gallons per month'i;-"
,ﬂroungstoﬁn 011 51udge'f;fﬁUnspecified

'Gypsum Wastes (ph 7 9)'1ijuantity”unspecified

(RS

k Calcium ca:bonate f-' a0 cubic ya:ds per day _f
L 'fzs cubic ya:ds pe: day

*.’f'unspecified"
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pats = Waste Type waate_gu'ahtiry' Page-lﬁ

1,500 to 5,000 gallone per
week

1/30)76 Lime slurry

6/19/?5 ' _ Neut:alized Sludges ilemporary-Apprcval .

2/24/75_ o 'Dripolene . 4 to 5 truckloads per week
C e g _ for 6 moriths .

(e) Are the sPecial Permission Letters outlined above-’
the only such 1etters iSSued by the State granting permission
to any pereon or company ko diapose of hazardous or Special
| wastes at GDL? 1f ‘net, 1ist all other such letters and their
date: speclfy the type. of waate involved: idertify whether such5
;'waste is an industrial waste, a. RCRA hazardous waste, ‘or both-

"_and produce copies of euch letters and all documents relating

7 7 “hjiﬁj. Has the State ever orally granted apecial permis-fz ;ef
'ff;eion eo dispoqe of. epecial or hazardous waste ‘at GDL and not S
o ffolloued up on such oral approval with a letter? If so, stahe
7: _the dare of such approval; the generator and- type of waste f_ﬂ
o :involved: and the amount and duration of the waste permitted to’ji;rllf
:‘5;,be disposed of.. _ ' : B
(c), Admit or deny that the ahove chart accurately

‘sets forth the Special Permissicn Letters granted to GDL, and
.rhe type, amount. and duration of the disposal of such wastes.
if you deny this eratement, epecify the inaccuracies, and set
-forth, tn’ deeail, a correﬂt replacement chart. ' -
_ {@)' Admit or deny that. the state could not and would
not issue hhe ahove Special Permiseion &etters unless it '
determined that disPosal of such wastes at GDL would not pose _
_ _:an unreasonable risk of harm to the envircnment or health of
':.,rhe oitizens of Indiana. - e : ',, ' '
s ;L";T:( ) If Reapondent denies subpart (d) above, rhen
ifffetate in detail under uhat conditions the Board would issue a ST
: 1:’iSpecia1‘Permieaion Lebter knowing that disposal pureuanr to
Jﬁf?said lerrer'would poae an unreaeonable riak o£ harm to tae

environment or health of the oitizens of Indiana.',e
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(f) Discuss in detail the considerations the Board

addreeses in reviewing a Special Permission Letter.requeet and
the fectors which lead the Board to grent or deny such requests.

(g} Produce any and all documents relating to your

.responses to Interrogatory 39.-

i 40;' Regarding sach: entry contained in the ehart in Inter-
rogetory 39 abcve, for each waste and entry 1isted, state i )
whether each waste is an industrial waste, a RCRA hazardous

waste, or. both. Discuss in detail the categorizaticn of each

:waste, the properties that render each waste 'hazardous,' and

'fproduce ail documents relating to this Interrogatcry.;-e

":41 Admit or deny that a Special Permission Letter which

'grants the right to dispOSe of a particular waste at a given

- rate per unit o£ time {e g. 40 cLblc yards per-week}‘rsmains in

5;_invalid. Produce:documents relating to this Interrogatery. B

TEe 2 For each waste set Eorth in the chart in Interrogatory
hr39 above, discuss in detail the reasons why GDL cannot and f'
-'shculd not continue accepting such wastes- the potential risk
'"jto the environment and health cf the citizens of Ind;ana
,_1'associated with continued acceptance of each such waste in like
.:quantities at GDL; why disposal of such waste now is denied o
e whilc it was previously permitted- and. produce a11 documents J'

relating to this Interrogatory.

ﬂave any state inspections ef GDL revealed improper_;

i[disposal practices relating to the disposal of each“waste
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these imptoper-p:aotiues we
ctioes, and pfodocesall'

mental problems associated with said pra

documenrs relating to this Interrogatory.

a4 GDL'reoeiﬁed permission to,accept.eherfolloﬁing 11s£edl_;:

westes:
. permisgion
Waste a’ Letter Date Amount Allowed
”API Sepatator Bottoms 6/3/11 - ' ?00 oubio ya:ds
fg-Paint sludges 4/12/76 o 25.¢“b1°'!§r¢5 i
" solid Corn Sts:ch . 2/20/76  Unspecified
f'i;Caxbon pilters from. B 7_" Lo
o Cotn, SYLUp- Flltering - o G i
g ;Prooesses S 2/20/76 Unspecified .
| Lime Sludg 6/1/17 0. g
| Lime Waste 3/14/77 |
7,'gi{Calcium Carbonate L 10/4/76 :
-f?j'Lime Sludge e-*'j?" S 1]30/#6
?~;7_Activated Biologioal _ - -
--_.f.Sludge A ] 4/25/71
" :caleium sulfate S .‘,'3/14/11_3., o

iiGYpBum Wastes s R o
(mocaorem . Y _-““Spe"“““

‘angwer  the’ follow-5\@_

“For eaoh of the above-mentioned wastes,

1ng questions.' _
. ..(a‘ Admit ‘or deny that permission was :eoeived by GDL ﬂ 3 ;

L

to receive this waste. SR o
'_-{b) Is eaoh waste. listed an 1ndustria1 waste, ‘a. RCRA

3haza:dous waste, or ooth? Ci te the authority for, and the

. _requlations supporting, this oategorization.
u;,(c{' Admit or deny that the ahove approvals o accept S

: eaoh weste listed were given on a continu1ng basis? If you

fﬁ:deny this statement;wdiscuss your response in detail.__‘
(d) ?oj eaoh waste 1denti£ied above” discuss 1n "

E detail the antioipated adve:se envitonwentalwimpacts of con- '

'eiﬁetlnued disposai o£ these materlal at GDL.._,.”f3'
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(e) In the past, have inspectione revealed any

Vimproper dumping practices relating to the disposal of these

wastes identified above? If so, discuss in detail the specific
instances and problems, give the dates of the inspecticne, and

produce alil dncuments relating thereto.
(f)‘ Discuss in detail the State's reasons fcr denying

‘approval to Ga:y'Landfill to accept each waste listed above in

' _tte.fntq:e?"

urscatnnusous- _
What epecifzc corrective actions do you contend are

o 45
:;necessary to place the landfill in compliance with the

- applicable state 1aws and regulations and to enable GDL to -

'i:accept hazardous and/cr industrial wastes?

S ‘-46 Identify each person the State plans to call as a

;;;witness at the hearing of this matter, each person s addrees ;'“
j”hand telephone number (bu31ness or personal), and state i o
:;reasonable detail the anticipated testimcny of. each. jffziq

| 47. Produce*allﬂinspecticn reports af;'aﬁa'épécialféeéniél_i;

1rsion Lettere granted relating to, the fellowing 1andfills. o =
(a) the Wheeier Landfill- T

_(b) . the City of Gary Landfill,

”(c}: the City of nunster Landfills and

. () -the J & D Landfill, -

: 48;i 1f any of the landfills listed. in Interrogatory 47

above may lawfully accept industrial waetee, diecuss in detail

the reaeons therefo:, and the specific reasona fc: treating any

of these landfills diffetently ftam GDL. xf;.,'i'
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e Counsel-

- BARNES & PHOBNBURG

. 1313 Merchants Bank Buildlng
.Indisnapolis, Indiana 46204

fTelephone" (317, 638 1313

‘REFERENCE 79
Vie Wﬂgg

' vic Indiano o

:Attarneys for Gary Develcpment
Company, ;nc. :
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 CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Tﬁé hﬁdéfélghéd-héréby certifies. that a cépy of theIEOre- _
i:qoing 'Petitioner s F1:st Set of Interrogatories, Requests For L
} Admissions, And Requests For The Producexon Of Documents" has

' been ae:ved on the Respondent by depositing a copy thereof in

'_the United Statea First Class Mail. addressed to=

-g;*Mathe ;S'”Schetschel, Deputy Attorney General
}COunﬂ 1 for Environmental” Management Board of
" the State of Indiana _ _ .
) ;. 8tate House = ' ...
_ 's, Indiana 46204;-

e and hand deliveted to'Ms. Btenda Rodeheffer, counsel for
_ Respondent, and H:. George OLiver of the Division of Land
' Pollution Control, as a courtesy., ‘ '

{'{k

This ;1 . day of August, 1982.






